ENVI RONMENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY

40 CFR Part 63

NATI ONAL EM SSI ON STANDARDS FOR HAZARDOUS Al R POLLUTANTS
FOR SOURCE CATEGORI ES: Perchl oroet hyl ene Em ssi ons

fromDry Cleaning Facilities

AGENCY: Environnental Protection Agency (EPA).

ACTION: Notice of availability of new information on control
of perchl oroet hyl ene (PCE) em ssions during clothing transfer
at dry cleaning facilities which use transfer dry cl eaning
machi nes.

SUMMARY:  National em ssion standards for hazardous air

pol lutants (NESHAP) for PCE dry cleaning facilities were
proposed in the FEDERAL REA STER on Decenber 9, 1991 (56 FR
64382). This notice announces the availability of new

i nformation on control of PCE em ssions during clothing
transfer at dry cleaning facilities which use transfer
machines. This notice solicits public review of this

i nformati on and public coment on the use of this information



in devel oping NESHAP limting PCE em ssions fromdry cl eaning
facilities.
DATES: Comment s: Witten comments nust be recei ved on or

bef ore (date of day 30 days after publication

in the FEDERAL REQ STER).

Publ i c Meeting: I f anyone requests a public neeting by

(date of day 10 days after publication in

t he FEDERAL REQ STER) a public neeting will be held on

(date of day 15 days after publication in FEDERAL
REG STER). This neeting will begin at 9 a.m, and it wll be
hel d at the EPA Environmental Research Center Annex
Auditorium | ocated at Al exander Drive and H ghway 54 in
Research Triangle Park, North Carolina. Persons interested in
attending the public neeting should call M. Julia Stevens at
(919) 541-5578 to verify that a public neeting will be hel d.

Request to Speak at Public Meeting: Persons wi shing to

nmake oral statenents at this public nmeeting must contact M.

Julia Stevens at (919) 541-5578 by (date of

day 10 days after publication in the FEDERAL REG STER).
ADDRESSES: Comments: Witten comments should be submtted
(in duplicate, if possible) to: Air Docket Section (LE-131),
Attention Docket Nunber A-88-11, U. S. Environnental Protection

Agency, 401 M Street, SW, Wshi ngton, DC 20460.



Docket: A special docket category, Docket Nunmber A-88-
11, Category IV-M containing new information on control of
PCE em ssions during clothing transfer fromdry cl eaning
facilities using transfer machines is available for public
i nspection between 8:30 a.m and 3:30 p.m, Monday through
Friday, at the EPA's Air Docket, at the address above. A
reasonabl e fee may be charged for copying. Anyone wi shing to
have a copy of the contents of this docket category mailed to
t hem shoul d contact M. CGeorge Smith at (919) 541-1549.
FOR FURTHER | NFORMATI ON CONTACT: M. George Smith at (919)
541-1549 or M. Fred Porter at (919) 541-5251, Standards
Devel opnment Branch (MD-13), U. S. EPA, Research Triangle Park
NC 27711.
SUPPLEMENTARY | NFORVATI ON: The information presented in this
notice is organi zed as foll ows:
l. I nt roduction
1. Backgr ound
L1, Em ssions of PCE During C othing Transfer
| V. Control of Em ssions During dothing Transfer

A.  Hanper Encl osures

B. Room Encl osures

C. Replacenent with Dry-to-Dry Machi nes

D. Em ssion Control Perfornmance



V. Prelim nary Econom c | npact Assessnent
A. Projected Econom c Inpacts at Proposa
B. Prelimnary Assessnent of Econom c |npacts

C. Concerns with Prelimnary Assessnent

\/ ¢ New Transfer Machi nes
VIl. Reclainers
VI1I. Public Meeting

|. Introduction: On Decenber 9, 1991, NESHAP limting PCE

em ssions fromnew and existing dry cleaning facilities were

proposed in the Federal Register (56 FR 64382). The reader is

referred to the Decenber 9, 1991 Federal Reqister notice for

the detailed requirenments included in the proposed NESHAP
To sunmari ze briefly, however, the NESHAP proposed to
subcat egori ze the source category of PCE dry cl eaning
facilities into two subcategories: those using transfer
machi nes and those using dry-to-dry machines. [In addition,
t he NESHAP proposed to exenpt fromall regulatory
requi renents, except the notification requirenments, existing
transfer nachi nes which consune less than 1,100 liters per
year (300 gallons per year) of PCE and existing dry-to-dry
nmachi nes whi ch consune | ess than 830 liters per year (220
gal l ons per year) of PCE.

Basi cal |y, the NESHAP proposed that all owners and



operators of transfer and dry-to-dry nachi nes consuni ng nore
than the amounts of PCE noted above install and operate carbon
adsorbers, refrigerated condensers, or equival ent equi pnent on
the vents fromthese dry cleaning machines. In addition, the
NESHAP al so proposed that these owners and operators foll ow
pol lution prevention practices, such as good operation and
mai nt enance, to prevent liquid or vapor |eaks of PCE fromdry
cl eani ng equi prent. As di scussed bel ow, however, the NESHAP
proposed no requirenents to limt em ssions of PCE from
clothing transfer at dry cleaning facilities using transfer
machi nes.

This notice summarizes information regarding control of
PCE em ssions during clothing transfer at dry cleaning
facilities using transfer machines which the EPA was unaware
of at the time of proposal of the NESHAP. It al so sunmarizes
informati on the EPA was unaware of at proposal of the NESHAP
concerning the likelihood that dry cleaning facilities n ght
purchase and install new transfer machines, as well as the use
of a piece of dry cleaning equi pment referred to within the
dry cleaning industry as a "reclainer.”

This notice solicits public comment on this infornmation.
It also solicits public coment on what, if any, requirenents

shoul d be incorporated into final NESHAP at pronul gation to



limt em ssions of PCE fromclothing transfer at dry cl eaning
facilities using transfer machines. In addition, this notice
solicits public corment on what, if any, requirenments should
be incorporated into the final NESHAP at pronulgation limting
PCE em ssions fromnew transfer nachines (if any new machi nes
of this type are installed) and what, if any, requirenents
shoul d be included in the final NESHAP at pronul gation
[imting PCE em ssions fromreclainmers. This notice does not
reopen the public comment period on the proposed NESHAP; only
public coments pertaining to the specific issues nmentioned in
this notice will be reviewed and consi dered by the EPA in
devel opi ng the final NESHAP for pronul gation.

I. Backgr ound: Under Title 111 of the 1990 CAA, NESHAP

limting PCE em ssions frommajor source dry cleaning
facilities (that is, those which emt or have the potential to
emt nore than 10 tons per year of PCE) nmust reflect maxi num
achi evabl e control technol ogy (MACT). For new mj or source
dry cleaning facilities, MACT can be no | ess stringent than
the level of em ssion control currently achieved at the best
performng simlar source. Thus, it would appear that the

fi nal NESHAP promrul gated for new najor source dry cl eaning
facilities which use transfer machi nes nust include

requirenments requiring use of the technol ogi es outlined bel ow



(or equival ent technol ogies) for control of PCE em ssions
during clothing transfer. Specific public coment is
solicited on whether the em ssion control achieved by the

t echnol ogi es outlined below for controlling PCE em ssions
during clothing transfer nust be or should be considered MACT
for new major source dry cleaning facilities which use
transfer nachines.

For existing major source dry cleaning facilities, MACT
can be no less stringent than the | evel of em ssion contro
currently achieved at the best performng 12 percent of
simlar sources. Far fewer than 12 percent of existing mjor
source dry cleaning facilities which use transfer machi nes use
any of the technol ogi es outlined below for control of PCE
em ssions during clothing transfer. MACT nust, however, also
reflect the maxi num degree of em ssion control which the
Adm ni strator determnes is achi evable, considering the costs
and any non-air quality health and environnmental and energy
i mpacts associated with this em ssion control. Specific
public coment, therefore, is solicited on whether the
em ssion control achi eved by the technol ogi es outlined bel ow
for controlling PCE enm ssions during clothing transfer shoul d
be consi dered MACT for existing major source dry cleaning

facilities which use transfer machines (that is, achievable



consi dering the costs and other inpacts associated with the
use of these technologies). |If these technologies are
consi dered MACT for existing najor source dry cleaning
facilities using transfer machines, the final NESHAP
promul gat ed woul d i nclude requirenents requiring the use of
t hese technol ogi es (or equival ent technol ogies) at existing
maj or source dry cleaning facilities using transfer nachines.
Only a small percentage of dry cleaning facilities,
however, are considered najor sources. Most dry cleaning
facilities are considered area sources (that is, they emt
| ess than 10 tons per year of PCE). Under Title Ill of the
1990 CAA Anendnents, NESHAP for new and existing area sources
may reflect MACT or they may reflect generally avail abl e
control technology (GACT). The Decenber 9, 1991 Feder al
Reqgi ster notice proposed that NESHAP for both new and exi sting
area source dry cleaning facilities reflect GACT and the

reader is referred to that Federal Reqister notice for further

detail. This notice is not reopening for public comment this
proposed action to base NESHAP for area source dry cl eaning
facilities on GACT.

GACT is the maxi mum degree of enission control the
Adm ni strator determnes is reasonable, considering the costs

and ot her inpacts associated with this em ssion control. GACT



may or may not be as stringent as MACT. |In addition, as with
MACT, GACT may be different for new area sources than for
exi sting area sources.

Specific public comment is solicited on whether the
t echnol ogi es outlined bel ow shoul d be consi dered generally
avai l able (that is, GACT) for controlling PCE em ssions during
clothing transfer at new and/or existing area source dry
cleaning facilities using transfer machines. In other words,
shoul d use of these technol ogi es be considered reasonable in
light of the costs and other inpacts associated with their
use, and should the final NESHAP promul gated incl ude
requirenents requiring the use of these technol ogies (or
equi val ent technol ogi es) at new and/or existing area source
dry cleaning facilities using transfer nachines.

The new information outlined bel ow on control of PCE
em ssions during clothing transfer at dry cleaning facilities
usi ng transfer machi nes has been included in Docket A-88-11 in
Docket Category IV-M Docket Category IV-Mis available as an
i nformati on packet. This information packet was mailed to al
t hose who commented on the Decenber 9, 1991 proposed NESHAP.
Anyone el se who wi shes to receive the information packet wll
be sent a copy (see ADDRESSES)

[11. Em ssions of PCE During d othing Transfer: There




are two types of dry cleaning machines: transfer machi nes and
dry-to-dry machines. A transfer nachine consists of two
pi eces of equipnment: a washer and a dryer. At the concl usion
of the washing cycle, clothing is manually transferred from
the washer to the dryer. Since this clothing is danp with
PCE, this step is a significant source of PCE em ssions at dry
cleaning facilities using transfer nachines.

A dry-to-dry machi ne consists of a single piece of
equi pnment whi ch serves as both a washer and a dryer. As a
result, there is no clothing transfer step at facilities using
dry-to-dry machines. Since the clothing transfer step is
elimnated, there are no PCE em ssions during clothing
transfer.

The table below illustrates the significance of PCE
em ssions during clothing transfer in conparison to overall
PCE em ssions at both transfer and dry-to-dry machi nes.

Em ssion Factors for Dry O eani ng Machines

(Pounds of PCE Per 100 Pounds of C othes)

Sour ce Transfer Dry-to-Dry
Machi ne Vent 4.0 3.1
Cl ot hi ng Transfer 2.5 0
Equi prent Leaks 2.5 2.5
Tot al 9.0 5.6
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Nearly a third of all PCE em ssions fromtransfer
machi nes are created during clothing transfer. COverall
transfer machines emt alnbst twice the PCE em ssions that
dry-to-dry machi nes do.

V. Control of Em ssions During dothing Transfer: At the

time of the Decenber 9, 1991 proposal of NESHAP to Iimt PCE
em ssions fromdry cleaning facilities, the EPA was unaware of
any technol ogies for controlling PCE em ssions during clothing
transfer at facilities using transfer machines. Public
comments submitted in response to the proposal, however, as
wel | as additional information gathered by EPA in response to
t hese public comments, indicate there are several technol ogies
whi ch have been devel oped recently to control these em ssions.
These technol ogies are ternmed transfer enclosures for the
pur pose of further discussion. A transfer enclosure captures
or collects PCE em ssions during clothing transfer at dry
cleaning facilities using transfer nachines. Transfer
encl osures have been subclassified into two types: hanper
encl osures and room encl osur es.
In addition to the use of transfer enclosures, another
approach to control PCE em ssions during clothing transfer is
to replace the transfer machine with a dry-to-dry nmachi ne.

Thi s approach elimnates the need for clothing transfer, thus
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elimnating PCE em ssions fromthis step.

As nmentioned earlier, in response to public coments
subm tted on the Decenber 9, 1991 proposed NESHAP, EPA has
attenpted to gather all available information on various
t echnol ogi es for capturing and controlling PCE em ssions
during clothing transfer at dry cleaning facilities using
transfer nmachines. This notice sumarizes the results of
these efforts and EPA believes all available information has
been collected. There may, however, remain other technol ogies
the EPA is unaware of for controlling PCE em ssions during
clothing transfer at dry cleaning facilities using transfer
machi nes and, as a result, this notice solicits information on
any ot her technol ogies that may be in use for this purpose.

A.  Hanper Encl osures: Clothing is transferred fromthe

washer to the dryer at dry cleaning facilities using transfer
machines in a clothing hanper. A hanper enclosure basically
consi sts of a hood or canopy that effectively encloses the

cl ot hi ng hanper and the open door of the washer when cl ot hing
is removed fromthe washer and placed in the clothing hanper.
The sanme or a different hood or canopy is used to effectively
encl ose the cl ot hing hanper and the open door of the dryer
when the clothing is transferred fromthe hanper to the dryer.

In addition, the clothing hanper is covered or encl osed when

12



it is wheeled fromthe washer to the dryer, as well as when it
is not in use, to prevent escape of PCE vapors fromthe
hanper .

Hanper encl osures are constructed of a materi al
i mpervious to PCE vapors, typically clear plastic. The use of
clear plastic permts the operator to see into the enclosure.
Openings or slits in the hanper encl osure provi de access,
allowing one to reach into the encl osure, open the door of the
washer or dryer, transfer clothing to or fromthe hanper, and
then cl ose the door of the washer or dryer. Sleeves and
gl oves may be attached to these openings or slits, so that
when one reaches into the enclosure, their arns and hands are
cover ed.

| f the hanper enclosure has openings through which PCE
vapors coul d escape during clothing transfer, fans are used to
draw roomair into the enclosure to prevent PCE vapors from
escapi ng. Captured PCE vapors are routed to a control device
for control. |If the hanper enclosure has no openings through
whi ch PCE vapors coul d escape, fans are not necessary.

Hanmper encl osures currently sell for about $3, 000.
Operati on and mai ntenance costs are reported to be negligible,
and in sone cases, particularly for larger dry cleaning

facilities, the use of hanper enclosures are reported to "pay
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for thensel ves" through the savings generated as a result of
addi ti onal PCE sol vent recovery.

B. Room Encl osur es: A room encl osure, as the nanme

inmplies, basically consists of a roombuilt to enclose the
transfer nachine —both the washer and the dryer. The
encl osure is constructed of a frane covered by a materi al
i npervious to PCE vapors. The franme is typically netal, but
could be constructed of other materials, and the materi al
covering the frame is typically clear plastic. Afan is
turned on to draw air from outside the room encl osure through
| ouver ed door opening(s) in the enclosure during clothing
transfer to collect PCE vapors. The PCE vapors coll ected
during clothing transfer are routed to a control device for
control

The | ouvered door opening(s) in the room enclosure
typically consist of strips of plastic hanging fromthe top of
t he door openings to the floor. These strips of plastic are
noved aside to permt entry to or exit fromthe room
encl osure.

Room encl osures currently sell for about $10, 000-$12, 000.
Operati on and mai ntenance costs are reported to be negligible.

C. Repl acenent by Dry-to-Dry Machi nes: Each of the

t echnol ogi es nentioned above are used with a transfer machine
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to control PCE em ssions during clothing transfer. Another
approach to control PCE em ssions fromclothing transfer is to
replace the transfer machine with a dry-to-dry machine. Dry-
to-dry machi nes perform both the washing cycle and the drying
cycle in the sane machine. The use of a dry-to-dry machi ne,
therefore, elimnates the clothing transfer step. As a
result, this elimnates PCE em ssions fromclothing transfer.
A new dry-to-dry machi ne can cost as much as $25, 000 or
nore dependi ng on the size of machine purchased. |In addition
to the cost of purchasing a new dry-to-dry machi ne, however
there woul d be additional costs associated with the removal of
t he existing transfer machine, since many dry cl eaning
facilities would probably have to renove the existing transfer
machi ne to make space for a new replacenent dry-to-dry
machi ne.

D. Control Performance: Informati on on the em ssi on

control performance of transfer enclosures is limted.
Transfer enclosures have been devel oped rel atively recently,
and only a small nunber of dry cleaning facilities currently
use them Based on observations during visits to sites using
transfer enclosures and the use of "engineering judgenent,"

t he hanper enclosure is considered to be about 75 percent

ef fective in reducing PCE em ssions during clothing transfer
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at dry cleaning facilities using transfer machi nes. The room
encl osure is considered to be about 95 percent effective. 1In
compari son, replacenment of an existing transfer nmachine with
a new dry-to-dry machine is 100 percent effective since the
clothing transfer step is elimnated.

V. Prelimnary Econom c | npact Assessnent: As di scussed in

t he Decenber 9, 1991 Federal Register notice proposi ng NESHAP

for dry cleaning facilities using PCE, the Regul atory
Flexibility Act

(5 U S.C 601 et seq.) requires that special consideration be
gi ven during the devel opment of regulations to the potentia

i npacts of regulation on small business entities. Dry
cleaning firms are generally small businesses and a | arge
portion of these businesses are fam | y-owned and oper at ed.
Many of these businesses are characterized by limted cash
flows, marginal profitability and, and as result, do not have
ready access to large anounts of capital for investnent in the
busi ness. Thus, the econom c inpact analysis undertaken to
support the proposed NESHAP focused on the potential inpact of
the NESHAP on small dry cleaning facilities.

A Proj ected Econom c | npacts at Proposal: The reader

is referred to the Decenber 9, 1991 Federal Reqister notice

for a full discussion of the econom c inpact analysis
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undertaken to support the proposed NESHAP. Two significant
potential inpacts exam ned in the analysis were the nunber of
firnms projected to experience difficulty raising capital to
purchase the em ssion control equi pnent required by the NESHAP
and the nunber of projected closures that mght occur as a
result of adopting the NESHAP. To summarize briefly, the
anal ysis projected that some 670 facilities could experience
difficulty raising the capital necessary to conply with the
proposed NESHAP and sone 30 facilities could close as a result
of adopting the proposed NESHAP

The proposed NESHAP included an exenption fromthe ngjor
requirements of the NESHAP for facilities with gross annua
revenues of |ess than $100,000. (This exenption was expressed
in terns of an annual PCE consunption level.) [If the
exenption level was lowered to only exenpt facilities with
gross annual revenues of |ess than $50, 000, sone 360
additional facilities could experience difficulty raising the
capital necessary to conply and sone 150 additional facilities
could close. As a result, the total nunber of facilities that
m ght experience difficulty raising the capital necessary to
conmply with the NESHAP coul d i ncrease from about 670 to about
1,030, and the total nunber of facilities that m ght close

could increase from about 30 to about 180.
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| f the exenption | evel was |owered to only exenpt
facilities with annual gross revenues of |ess than $25, 000,
some further 1,260 additional facilities could experience
difficulties raising the capital necessary to conply and sone
further 280 additional facilities could close. As a result,
the total nunmber of facilities that m ght experience
difficulties raising the capital necessary to conply with the
NESHAP coul d i ncrease from about 670 to about 2,290, and the
total nunber of facilities that m ght close could increase
from about 30 to about 460.

B. Prelimnary Assessnment of Econom c | npacts: To

exam ne the potential econom c inpacts that m ght be
associated with including requirenents to limt PCE em ssions
fromclothing transfer in the final NESHAP adopted at
promul gation, a prelimnary assessnent of these inpacts was
undertaken. This prelimnary assessnent enpl oyed the sane
anal yti ¢ nethodol ogy as that used in the econom c anal ysis
undertaken to support the proposed NESHAP. Due to a nunber of
concerns, however, which are discussed further below, this
prelimnary assessnent is considered limted in scope.

The major limtation is the assunption that all dry
cleaning facilities with transfer machi nes coul d purchase and

install a hanper enclosure at a cost of $3,000 to limt PCE
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em ssions fromclothing transfer. The EPA has a nunber of
concerns with this assunption (as discussed bel ow), but given
the time and difficulty associated with devel oping a nore
sophi sti cat ed nmet hodol ogy that m ght nodel a "nonopolistic
mar ket " environment, EPA chose to use this assunption to
exam ne the potential econom c inpacts under what m ght be
termed a "best case" scenario.

The conplete prelimnary econoni c i npact assessment is
i ncluded in docket category IV-M To briefly sunmarize the
projected inpacts, however, the prelimnary assessnent
projects that if requirements based on the use of hanper
encl osures (or equival ent equi pnent) were included in the
proposed NESHAP to limt PCE em ssions fromclothing transfer,
sone 490 additional dry cleaning facilities m ght experience
difficulty raising the capital necessary to conply with the
NESHAP and sone additional 5 facilities m ght close. Thus,
i ncludi ng such requirenents in the proposed NESHAP coul d
i ncrease the nunber of firms projected to experience
difficulty raising the capital necessary to conply with the
NESHAP from about 670 to about 1,160. The projected nunber of
facilities that mght close could increase fromabout 30 to
about 35.

As mentioned, the proposed NESHAP include an exenption
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fromthe najor requirenments of the NESHAP for dry cl eaning
facilities with annual gross revenues of |ess than $100, 000.
The projections cited above al so assune this exenption |evel
woul d apply to requirenents to limt PCE em ssions from
clothing transfer. |If the exenption |evel for the
requirenents to control PCE em ssions fromclothing transfer
was | owered to exenpt only facilities with annual gross
revenues of |ess than $50,000 (but the $100, 000 exenption

| evel still applied to all other major requirenments of the
NESHAP), sone 310 additional facilities could experience
difficulties raising the capital necessary to conply and sone
130 additional facilities mght close. Thus, the total

proj ected nunber of facilities that m ght experience
difficulty raising the capital necessary to conply with the
NESHAP coul d i ncrease from about 670 to about 1,470 and the
total nunber of facilities that m ght close could increase
from about 30 to about 165.

Finally, if the exenption level for requirenments to
control PCE em ssions fromclothing transfer was | owered to
only exenpt facilities with annual gross revenues of |ess than
$25,000, the prelimnary assessnment projects sone further 300
additional facilities could experience difficulties raising

the capital necessary to conply and sone further 130
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additional facilities mght close. Thus, the total projected
nunber of facilities that m ght experience difficulties
rai sing the capital necessary to conply with the NESHAP coul d
i ncrease from about 670 to about 1,770 and the total nunber of
facilities that mght close could increase fromabout 30 to
about 295.

The magni tude of these potential inpacts associated with
including requirenents in the NESHAP to |limt PCE em ssions
fromclothing transfer is considered quite significant. As

di scussed in the Decenber 9, 1991 Federal Reqister notice

proposi ng the NESHAP for PCE dry cleaning facilities, the
costs of the em ssion control equipnent necessary to conply
with the proposed NESHAP were estimated to be in the range of
$6,000 to $8,000. As nentioned above, the prelinnary
assessment assunes the equi pment necessary to control PCE

em ssions fromclothing transfer at dry cleaning facilities
usi ng transfer machi nes woul d cost about $3,000. Thus, the
magni tude of these potential inpacts projected by the
prelimnary assessnent is not surprising.

C. Concerns with Prelimnary Assessnent: As nenti oned

earlier, the EPA believes this prelimnary assessnent of
potential econom c inpacts associated with requirenments to

l[imt PCE em ssions fromclothing transfer at dry cleaning
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facilities using transfer machines is limted in scope. As a
result, the projected inpacts cited above are viewed as a
"best case" scenario. A nore sophisticated analysis would
probably indicate the potential inpacts would be nuch nore
severe.

The basic reason stenms fromthe critical assunption in
the prelimnary assessnment that requirenents to limt PCE
em ssions fromclothing transfer would be based on the use of
hanper enclosures and that dry cleaning facilities using
transfer nmachi nes woul d experience costs of only $3,000 to
purchase and install a hanper enclosure (or equival ent
equi pnent). It seens highly questionable that the actual
costs dry cleaning facilities would experience to obtain this
t echnol ogy would remain as |ow as $3,000. It seens nore
likely the actual costs would increase, perhaps substantially,
above $3, 000 due to the demand created w thin the dry
cleaning industry for this technol ogy by including such
requirenments in the NESHAP

Currently, there is only one vendor actively selling
hanper encl osures and this vendor has obtained patents on his
device. This vendor has sold about 20 hanper enclosures. A
second vendor has sol d hanper enclosures in the past of a

somewhat different design than that of the first vendor's.
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Thi s second vendor no | onger does so, however, due to a patent
di spute with the first vendor. A third vendor has designed a
hanper encl osure, also of a sonewhat different design than
that of the first vendor's, and has experinented with its use.
However, this third vendor appears reluctant to pursue sales
at this point.

I ncluding requirenents in the NESHAP to control PCE
em ssions during clothing transfer, based on the use of hanper
encl osures (or equival ent equi pnent), therefore, could give
rise to a nonopoly market for hanper enclosures. In this
envi ronnent, the cost of a hanper enclosure would likely
increase to that of alternatives--such as the room encl osure.

This alternative, however, is also currently offered only
by a single vendor and this vendor has obtained patents on his
device. A second vendor has built several custom designed
room encl osures which appear quite effective in capturing PCE
vapors fromclothing transfer. To date, however, the room
encl osures built by this second vendor have not included a
control device to control the PCE vapors collected by the room
encl osure; the collected PCE vapors are nerely collected and
rel eased to the atnosphere outside the dry cleaning facility.

Consequently, even if requirenents included in the NESHAP

tolimt PCE em ssions fromclothing transfer were based on

23



t he use of hanper enclosures (or equival ent equi pnent), the
actual costs experienced by dry cleaning facilities to conply
with these requirenents could increase substantially beyond
the $3,000 cost assuned in the prelimnary assessnent.
Eventual | y ot her approaches for controlling PCE em ssions from
clothing transfer woul d be devel oped, which would ultimately
serve to limt increases in the costs of transfer enclosures.
At this point, however, it is very difficult to determ ne what
the actual costs would be of regulatory requirenents to
control PCE em ssions fromclothing transfer

In addition to these concerns regarding the actual costs
of transfer enclosures, concerns also exist regarding the
ability of the vendor or vendors of these transfer enclosures
to supply a large market. Under Title Ill of the CAA
Amendnent s, all sources for which NESHAP are devel oped rnust be
in conpliance with these NESHAP within three years foll ow ng
adoption or pronul gati on of the NESHAP

Currently, about half of the estimted 30,000 comerci al
dry cleaning facilities are believed to operate w th annual
gross revenues of nore than $100,000. About a third of these
facilities are believed to use transfer nachines. Thus,
i ncluding requirenents to control PCE em ssions from cl ot hing

transfer in the final NESHAP adopted at pronul gati on woul d
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create a demand for as nmany as 5,000, or possibly nore,
transfer enclosures.

The vendor of the hanper enclosure has only sold about 20
hanper encl osures. The vendor of the room encl osure has only
sold sone 5 roomenclosures. Wile this does not nean these
vendors could not supply several thousand transfer encl osures
within three years, it does raise concerns about their ability
to adequately supply the potential narket.

This in turn, raises concerns about the fate of existing
dry cleaning facilities using transfer machines, if the NESHAP
required control of PCE em ssions during clothing transfer.
Many facilities that could afford to purchase transfer
encl osures and who tried to purchase encl osures m ght be
unable to obtain and install themw thin the three year tine
frame provided by the Act. This would require the EPA to take
enf orcenent action against these dry cleaning facilities and
this, quite possibly, could result in a substantial nunber of
cl osures.

As nentioned earlier, another approach to limt PCE
em ssions fromclothing transfer at dry cleaning facilities
using transfer machines is to replace the transfer machines
with dry-to-dry machines. The costs of a new dry-to-dry

machi ne, however, can be as nuch as $25,000 or nore. As a
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result, the potential inpacts associated with including
requirenents in the NESHAP which effectively required

repl acenent of existing transfer machines with new dry-to-dry
machi nes woul d be nmuch nore severe than the potential inpacts
cited above. Consequently, the EPAis inclined to concl ude
that control of PCE em ssions fromclothing transfer through
repl acenent of existing transfer machines with new dry-to-dry
machi nes at existing major source dry cleaning facilities
usi ng transfer machines is not achievable within the neaning
of the Act. Simlarly, the EPAis inclined to conclude this
is also not generally available (within the nmeani ng of the
Act) at existing area source dry cleaning facilities using
transfer nachines.

In light of the magnitude of the potential inpacts
projected by the prelimnary assessnment, as well as the
concerns outlined above which | ead the EPA to believe these
i mpacts could be nmuch greater, the EPA is inclined to conclude
that control of PCE em ssions fromclothing transfer at
exi sting major source dry cleaning facilities using transfer
machi nes is not achievable wthin the neaning of the Act. In
addition, the EPA is also inclined to conclude that control of
PCE em ssions fromclothing transfer at existing area source

dry cleaning facilities using transfer nachines is not
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generally available within the neaning of the Act.

As nentioned above, this notice solicits public coment
on whether control of PCE em ssions during clothing transfer
is achievable (within the neaning of the Act) for existing
maj or source dry cleaning facilities and/or generally
avail abl e for existing area source dry cleaning facilities
usi ng transfer machines. This judgnent mnmust take into
consi deration the potential inpacts and concerns outlined
above. Specific conmrent on the potential inpacts and concerns
outlined above is solicited. In addition, if control of PCE
em ssions fromclothing transfer is considered achi evabl e
and/ or generally avail able, specific coment is solicited on
whet her the NESHAP shoul d i nclude requirenments based on the
use of hanper encl osures, room encl osures, replacenment of
transfer nachines by new dry-to-dry machi nes, or sone ot her
appr oach.

VI. New Transfer Machi nes: At the time of proposal of the

Decenber 9, 1991 NESHAP for PCE dry cleaning facilities, the
EPA believed that no new transfer machines had been sold in
recent years and that no new transfer machi nes woul d be sold
in the future. Al new dry cleaning machi nes were expected to
be dry-to-dry machi nes, mainly because of the problens arising

from occupati onal exposure to PCE enissions that nay occur
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during clothing transfer at dry cleaning facilities using
transfer nachines.

The permi ssible exposure |imt (PEL) for PCE of 25 parts
per mllion (ppm, which the Occupational Safety and Heal th
Adm ni stration (OSHA) had adopted, was felt to be a nmjor
driving force fromtransfer machines to dry-to-dry nmachi nes.
In fact, EPA believed that transfer machi nes would not be able
to meet this OSHA PEL.

Public comment has stated otherw se, however, claimng
t hat maybe half of the existing dry cleaning facilities using
transfer nmachines currently are able to nmeet the 25 ppm PEL
for PCEE Also, the Eleventh CGrcuit Appeals Court recently
remanded the 25 ppm PEL to the OSHA for reconsideration. This
action may have the effect of |essening the novenent from
transfer nmachines to dry-to-dry machines in the dry cl eaning
i ndustry.

Public comment has al so stated that manufacturers of
petrol eum sol vent transfer machines could sell these nachines
for use as new PCE transfer machines. Thus, new PCE transfer
machi nes coul d easily and quickly be offered for sale in
response to a demand for such machi nes. Transfer machi nes are
clained to be less costly and nore productive than dry-to-dry

machi nes, and this could lead to a resurgence in their use.
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Accordingly, this notice solicits public corment on the |ikely
mar ket for new transfer machines under the proposed NESHAP

In addition, this notice also solicits public coment on
what requirenents, if any, should be included in the fina
NESHAP pronul gated for new PCE transfer nachines. Such
requirenents could require control of PCE em ssions fromonly
t he washer and dryer vents, could require control of PCE
em ssions fromthe washer and dryer vents and during clothing
transfer, or could require all new dry cl eaning machines to
limt PCE emissions to the |levels that can be achi eved through
the use of new dry-to-dry machines. This |ast approach could
effectively preclude the use of new transfer nachines.

As mentioned earlier, MACT for new maj or source dry
cleaning facilities nust be no | ess stringent than the |evel
of em ssion control achieved by the best simlar source. As a
result, it would appear that the final NESHAP adopted at
promul gation nust include requirenents based on the use of
room encl osures (or equivalent equipnment) to limt PCE
em ssions fromclothing transfer at new maj or source dry
cleaning facilities using new transfer machines. The EPA
therefore, is inclined to conclude that control of PCE
em ssions fromclothing transfer based on the use of room

encl osures (or equival ent equi pnent) at new maj or source dry
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cleaning facilities using new transfer nachines is achi evabl e
wi thin the nmeani ng of the Act.

On the other hand, EPA is inclined to conclude that
control of PCE em ssions fromclothing transfer based on the
use of new dry-to-dry nachines (or equival ent equi pment) at
new maj or source dry cleaning facilities using new transfer
machi nes is not achievable within the nmeaning of the Act. The
addi tional control of PCE em ssions achieved through the use
of a new dry-to-dry machi ne over the use of a room encl osure
appears margi nal, particularly in conparison with the
i ncreased costs of a new dry-to-dry nmachi ne over a room
encl osure. The increnmental cost effectiveness of em ssion
control, for exanple, is about $ 17,000 per ton of PCE.

Specific public comment is solicited on EPA s inclination
to conclude that requirenments in the NESHAP based on the use
of roomenclosures to limt PCE em ssions from cl ot hing
transfer at new major source dry cleaning facilities that use
new transfer machi nes are achi evable within the nmeaning of the
Act. In addition, specific public comment is solicited on
EPA's inclination to conclude that requirenents based on the
use of new dry-to-dry nmachi nes are not achievable within the
meani ng of the Act.

Wth regard to new area source dry cleaning facilities
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t hat use new transfer nmachines, the EPAis inclined to

concl ude that requirenments based on the use of hanper

encl osures (or equival ent equipnent) to limt PCE eni ssions
fromclothing transfer are generally available within the
nmeani ng of the Act. On the other hand, requirenents to limt
PCE em ssions fromclothing transfer based on the use of room
encl osures (or equival ent equi pnent), as well as new dry-to-
dry machi nes (or equival ent equi pnent) are not generally

avail able within the neaning of the Act.

The additional control of PCE em ssions achieved through
the use of a hanper enclosure appears quite reasonable
conpared to the costs of a hanper enclosure. The increnental
cost effectiveness of em ssion control, for exanple, is about
$ 700 per ton of PCE

The additional control of PCE em ssions achi eved through
the use of a room enclosure over the use of a hanper enclosure
appears margi nal, particularly in conmparison with the
i ncreased cost of a room encl osure over a hanper encl osure.
The increnental cost effectiveness of em ssion control, for
exanpl e, is about $9,000 per ton of PCE. It is the sane with
the use of a new dry-to-dry machi ne.

Specific public comment is solicited on EPA s inclination

to conclude that requirenments in the NESHAP based on the use
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of hanper enclosures to limt PCE em ssions from cl ot hi ng
transfer at new area source dry cleaning facilities that use
new transfer machi nes are achi evable within the nmeani ng of the
Act. In addition, specific public conment is solicited on
EPA's inclination to conclude that requirenents based on the
use of room encl osures or new dry-to-dry machi nes are not

achi evabl e within the nmeani ng of the Act.

Wth regard to requirenents based on the use of hanper
encl osures (or equival ent equi pnent), it seens reasonable to
assunme that few, if any, owners/operators, or for that matter,
potential new entrants into the dry cleaning industry, with
ready access to sufficient capital to purchase a new transfer
machi ne, woul d experience difficulty raising the additiona
capital necessary to purchase a hanper enclosure (or
equi val ent equipnment). It also seens reasonable to assune
that few, if any, owners/operators, or for that matter
potential new entrants into the dry cleaning industry, would
find that the additional capital requirenents associated with
pur chasi ng a hanper enclosure woul d adversely alter the
potential profitability of purchasing a new transfer machine
enough to deter this decision.

VI. Reclainers: EPA was al so unaware at proposal of a

pi ece of dry cleaning equipnent referred to within the
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industry as a reclainmer. It appears that reclainmers are being
sold for use with dry-to-dry nmachines. Used with a reclainer,
a dry-to-dry nachine is operated in a manner sinmilar to that
of a washer in a transfer machine. Cdothing is washed in the
dry-to-dry machine and then transferred to the reclainer for
drying. The use of a reclainer is said to increase the
capacity of a dry cleaning facility which uses a dry-to-dry
machi ne.

Al t hough no new transfer machi nes nay have been sold in
recent years, a nunber of reclainmers have been sold. Buying a
reclainmer is | ess expensive than buying a new dry-to-dry
machi ne, and thus buying a reclainer offers a | ess expensive
nmeans of increasing a dry cleaner's capacity than the purchase
of another dry-to-dry machi ne.

This notice solicits information on the nunber of
reclaimers presently being used within the dry cl eaning
i ndustry and on potential future sales of reclainmners.

The EPA believes the use of a reclainmer essentially
converts a dry-to-dry machine into a transfer machine. As a
result, the EPA believes existing dry-to-dry machi nes which
are operated in conjunction with a reclainer should be
consi dered as transfer machi nes--not dry-to-dry machi nes--

under the NESHAP. Also, the EPA believes that adding a new
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reclainmer to an existing dry-to-dry nmachine should result in
that machine (both the dry-to-dry machi ne and the reclainer)
bei ng considered a new transfer nachi ne under the NESHAP
This notice, therefore, solicits public coment on this
approach to the use of reclainers under the NESHAP

Vi, Public Meeting: Witten comments should be subnmitted

to the docket at the address provi ded under ADDRESSES above
and by the date provided under DATES above. As nentioned
above, in addition to requesting witten conments, the EPA has
al so schedul ed a public neeting to solicit oral coments.

This public neeting does not constitute a public hearing for
pur poses of section 307(d)(5) of the CAA Arendnents of 1990.

A public hearing was schedul ed to be held on January 8, 1992
in Research Triangle Park, North Carolina, foll ow ng proposal
of the NESHAP on Decenber 9, 1991. No one requested to speak
at this public hearing, so no public hearing was held. Since
the opportunity for a public hearing has been provided, the
public coment period will not remain open for thirty days
following the public neeting. Nevertheless, sone parties my
want to provide additional witten coments in response to
what is said at the neeting (if one is held) and, as a result,
the comment period will remain open for fifteen days foll ow ng

the public neeting. The tine, date, and |ocation of the
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public neeting are provided under ADDRESSEES above. The EPA
recogni zes that the brief period provided for public comrent
is shorter than normal. However, the EPA is bound by a
Consent Decree with the U S. District Court for the District
of Oregon to promul gate the NESHAP for PCE dry cl eani ng
facilities. This requires that public review and coment of
the infornmation presented in this notice be done as rapidly as
possi ble, and wll not allow for a |l onger comment period. It
shoul d be noted that the focus of the public conments
requested is narrow, and the EPA believes the material in
Category | V-M of Docket A-88-11 can be adequately revi ewed
within this time period. |In addition, as nentioned earlier,
the coment period on other issues is not being reopened; only
comments pertaining to the specific issues nentioned in this

notice will be accepted.

Dat e WIlliam G Rosenberg
Assi stant Adm ni strator
for Alr and Radi ati on
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